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The newspaper has been reporting lately on several in-house disagreements going on in the city family.  We’ve had a Planning Commissioner resign, the Fire Chief again promoting his views on fireworks, and the City Council continuing its infighting.  All this seems to be mostly battles for turf.

The Planning Commission acts like it’s the Council, SPARC acts like it’s the Planning Commission, staff expects it’s recommendations to be adopted without major comment, and, in general, everyone resents other bodies criticizing their positions.

The Fire Chief has to push the fire prevention position of eliminating anything that might cause or be consumed in a fire.  His latest annual pronouncement about legal, safe and sane fireworks is that he doesn’t see anything safe or sane about small children or drinking adults having access to fireworks.

It should be noted that it’s illegal for anyone under 18 to possess fireworks and there are other laws on the books to address adult drunkenness.    

But he will eventually prevail as, sooner or later, there will be a fire or injury that will be linked to fireworks.  This will give the council justification and political cover to ban them.  This makes me wonder that, if he was greatly successful in preventing a large percentage of fires, could we use a smaller Fire Department?  Isn’t it strange that no matter how many advances are made in police or fire technology there is never a suggestion to reduce the ratio of employees to the city population in these departments?

The Planning Commission is another case.  In my understanding, the City Council makes the decision at the General Plan level on how land is to be zoned, the Planning Commission insures proposed developments meet the zoning requirements and SPARC is charged with the task of protecting the city from ugly developments.

But it’s become the case that SPARC wants to be the Planning Commission and tell the developer how to design his development.  This isn’t related to the visual appearance of the development or traffic flow in and out, but about how well it meets the city’s goals for various other items, (housing, transportation, etc.).  

The Planning Commission however, wants to be the City Council and introduce their own views of how the city should develop. They get very involved in just what acceptable uses are proposed for a parcel being reviewed for development and also act as arbitrators for the various philosophical special interest views affecting development..  This, I think, is the City Council’s function.

But, not to be upstaged, the council reduces its viewpoint to design details, details that SPARC and the Planning Commission are supposed to have cleared up prior to submission to the council for final approval.  Perhaps the council, by focusing on details, thereby avoids getting involved in any big items until the city manager brings it to them for action.

Now, the Planning Commissioners want more access to the council.  I always thought the purpose of assigning a councilmember to the commission was that he would represent their collective interests and be there to fill his fellow councilmembers in on the details of commission’s actions.

What seems to be the nub of this dissatisfaction is that the commissioners on the losing end of a vote want a personal second shot at any development details their fellow Commissioners approve against their wishes.

A possible explanation for all this is that perhaps everyone is trying to stall or delay any development that doesn’t bring significant money into the city in the form of new sales tax revenue.  We are definitely into a residential no growth mode.   

